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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 3/17/05 
has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1-3, 6, 10-15, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by US Patent 6244541 to Hubert. 

Re: claims 1-3, 6, 10-15, and 18. Hubert shows in figures 1 and 10 a shock 
isolation system for reducing a transmission of energy in the form of shocks between 
first (4,6, 10"") and second (1,2,3,5,11"") devices, the system comprising: at least two 
linear bearing assemblies 22i,23i (one of which is shown but a plurality are present as 
evident by the description in col. 7 lines 19-21 extending substantially parallel in an axial 
direction between the first and second devices, each bearing assembly having a shaft 
member 23i connected to one of the first and second devices and a linear bearing 22i 
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connected to the other of the first and second devices, the linear bearings being 
configured to move axially on the shaft members such that the first and second devices 
are configured for relative motion therebetween in the axial direction and the bearing 
assemblies prevent a rotation between the first and second devices about an axis 
defining the axial direction by virtue of the lack of space between the shaft member and 
the first and second devices, and at least two isolators 12'i and 12' 2 configured to be 
axially loaded by a relative motion between the first and second devices in the axial 
direction, the isolators thereby being deformed to at least partially reduce the 
transmission of energy between the devices. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10-15, 17, 18, 19, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent 6244541 to Hubert in view of US Patent 
6523796 to Abramowsky et al. 

Re: claims 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 12-15, 17, 18, and 20. Hubert shows in figures 1 and 10 
a shock isolation system for reducing a transmission of energy in the form of shocks 
between first (4,6, 10"") and second (1,2,3,5,11"") devices, the system comprising: at 
least two linear assemblies 22i extending substantially parallel in an axial direction 
between the first and second devices, the assemblies restraining rotation between the 
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first and second devices about an axis defining the axial direction to the same extent as 
Applicant, but does not disclose that the linear assemblies are linear bearing 
assemblies as claimed. 

Abramowsky et al. teach in figure 9 the use of a linear bearing assembly 
extending substantially parallel in an axial direction between a first 31 and a second 
17,25 device, the bearing assembly having a shaft member 29 connected to one of the 
first and second devices (particularly the second device) and a linear bearing shown 
surrounding element 29e in the area of element 31 e connected to the other of the first 
and second devices, the linear bearing being configured to move axially on the shaft 
member such that the first and second devices are configured for relative motion 
therebetween in the axial direction; and at least two isolators 35e,39e configured to be 
axially loaded by a relative motion between the first and second devices in the axial 
direction, the isolators thereby being deformed to at least partially reduce the 
transmission of energy between the devices. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the linear assemblies of Hubert to have been 
linear bearing assemblies, as taught by Abramowsky et al., in order to provide an 
alternate and equally effective means of damping movement between the first and 
second devices. 

Re: claims 7 and 19. Hubert, as modified, discloses the claimed invention except 
for the limitation of the isolators being formed of at least one of the groups consisting of 
rubber and elastically deformable polymers. Since Applciant failed to provide an 



Application/Control Number: 10/663,274 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3683 

explanation of criticality associated with the specific use of rubber or elastically 
deformable polymers Examiner maintains that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified the isolators 
to have been made of rubber, for example, since it has been held to be within the 
general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability 
of the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Re: claim 10. Hubert shows in figure 1 and discloses in col.1 lines 23-31 the 
limitation wherein at least one of the first and second devices (particularly the second 
device 1 ,2,3,5,1 1"") is a boost vehicle configured to provide thrust for propulsion. 

Re: claim 1 1 . Hubert shows in figure 1 the limitation wherein at least one of the 
first and second devices (particularly the first device 4,6,10"") is a kill vehicle. 
6. Claims 7 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6244541 to Hubert in view of US Patent 6416030 to Bergdahl et al. 

Hubert lacks the limitation of the isolators being formed of at least one of the 
groups consisting of rubber and polymers. 

Bergdahl et al. teach in figure 1 and in col. 3 lines 44-48 the limitation of isolators 
32,34 in a shock isolation system extending between first and second devices 38,50 
and 26 being formed of rubber. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the isolators of Hubert to have included isolators 
formed of rubber, as taught by Bergdahl et al., in order to provide a means of isolating 
and/or attenuating the influence offerees on the body. 
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7. Claims 8 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6244541 to Hubert in view of US Patent 3243154 to Dryden. 

Hubert lacks the limitation of at least some of the isolators comprising springs. 

Dryden teaches in figure 2 the use of a shock isolation system including isolators 
between devices 16,18 and 22 in the form of springs 46,48. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the isolators of Hubert to have included springs, 
as taught by Dryden, in order to provide an alternate and equally effective means of 
absorbing shock and damping vibration. 

8. Claims 9 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6244541 to Hubert in view of US Patent 2729443 to Olinger. 

Hubert describes the invention substantially as set forth above, but 
does not include the limitation of the linear bearings and isolators being arranged in 
substantially planar and polygonal configuration. 

Olinger teaches in figure 4 the use of a shock isolation system comprising linear 
assemblies arranged in substantially a planar and polygonal configuration. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the arrangement of the linear bearing assemblies 
of Hubert, as modified, to have been in a substantially planar and polygonal 
configuration, as taught by Olinger, in order to provide a desired distribution of shock 
isolation. Examiner also notes that the change in the shape of the arrangement of the 
linear bearing assemblies is a matter of design choice absent evidence that the 
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particular configuration is significant. In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 
1966). 

9. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6244541 to Hubert in view of Abramowsky et al. as applied to claims 1 and 
12 above, and further in view of US Patent 5884736 to Burdisso et al. 

Hubert, as modified, describe the invention substantially as set forth above 
including the presence of a linear bearing or sleeve shown around element 29e within 
element 31 e, but does not include the limitation of the linear bearing having a plurality of 
balls for rollably contacting the shaft member. 

Burdisso et al. teach in figure 3 the use of a shock isolation system comprising a 
linear bearing having a plurality of balls shown in the area of the lead arrow of number 
303. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the linear bearing of Hubert, as modified, to have 
included balls between the elements 14 and 40 in order to result in an alternate means 
of providing a low friction interface to facilitate sliding. 

10. Claims 9 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6244541 to Hubert in view of Abramowsky et al. as applied to claims 1 and 
12 above, and further in view of US Patent 2729443 to Olinger. 

Hubert, as modified, describe the invention substantially as set forth above, but 
does not include the limitation of the linear bearings and isolators being arranged in 
substantially planar and polygonal configuration. 
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Olinger shows in figure 4 the use of a shock isolation system comprising linear 
assemblies arranged in substantially a planar and polygonal configuration. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the arrangement of the linear bearing assemblies 
of Hubert, as modified, to have been in a substantially planar and polygonal 
configuration, as taught by Olinger, in order to provide a desired distribution of shock 
isolation. Examiner also notes that the change in the shape of the arrangement of the 
linear bearing assemblies is a matter of design choice absent evidence that the 
particular configuration is significant. In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 
1966). 

Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melody M. Burch whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7114. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (6:30 AM-3:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles A. Marmor can be reached on 571-272-7095. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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